
CALIFDRNIA REl3IONAL WA'J'ER QUALITY C'ON'mOL roAnD
SA'N FnANCISCXl BAY nF..GION

ORDER NO. 83-31

CImVEON U.S.A
lUCHMOND REFINERY

onDER AMI'NDING WASTE DISCHARGE nEQUInf~NT ORDER NO. 81-55
COMPLIA'NCE TIME SCHEDULE FDR EQUIVALENT CONTAINMENJ'

OF DISPOSAL AREAS

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region, hereinafter called the Board, finds that:

1. This Board, on Septenber 16, 1981, adopted Order No. 81-55 prescribing
waste discharge requirenents for Chevron U.S.A, Richmond nefinery,
hereinafter called the discharger.

2. This Board's Order No. 81-55 required the discharger to meet Class II-I
reguirenents for disposal Areas A, B and C and Class I requirenents for
disposal Area D as specified in the California Administrative Code,
Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15.

3. Order No. 81-55 also required the discharger to comply with a time
schedule to provide equivalent containment with the reguirenents in 2,
above, for Areas A, B, C and D by October 1, 1983 if natural conditions
do not provide horizontal and lateral containment:. 'J'he Order further
states that any claim of equivalent containment shall be approved by t.he
Board.

4. The discharger submitted equivalent protection proposals to the Reqional
Board for Area C on February 18, 1982 and for Areas A and B on June 30,
1982. The reports indicated that a combination of proposed barriers and
natural conditions would provide the required containment. Board staff
has recently completed review of these proposals and it is only now
possible for the Board to determine their adequacy. Therefore, since
approval of the proposals has been delayed, the failure to achieve fu LL
compliance by October 1, 1983 is beyond the oont.roI of tJ1e discharger.

5. Findings generated during initial site investigations at disposal Area D
revealed that the nature of the waste was significantly different thm1
bal Ieved when Order No. 81-55 was adopted and that less restrictive
containment r'equirement.s may be warrented. Consequont.Iy , the discharger
believes that the natural characteristics of the underlying geology may
provide adequate containment and has been perfo.rminq an .invest.Iqat.i.on at
the site to provide document.ation of this contention. Therefore, the
equivalent contairnuent proposal for Area D has not been subuitted and
will take more time than has oriqinally been anticipated to develop.




